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NOTICE OF THE UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE 
OF FILING OF ADDITIONAL REVISIONS TO THE REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF 

WITNESS KAY -- ERRATA 

The United States Postal Service hereby gives notice that it is filing today 

additional revisions to the rebuttal testimony of witness Kay. 

In the testimony (USPS-RT-13) the changes are as indicated on the attached 

sheet. Revised pages of the testimony are also attached. Note that with respect to 

Exhibit USPS-RT-13E. no new revisions are made, but to remedy inadvertent inclusion 

of unintended changes to this Exhibit included in earlier errata filed on August 18, 2000, 

corrected substitute pages are herewith included for this Exhibit. 

Respectfully submitted, 

UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE 

By its attorney: 

475 L’Enfant Plaza West, S.W. 
Washington, DC. 20260-I 137 
(202) 268-2993, Fax -5402 
August 22,200O 



Errata to Rebuttal Testimony of Witness Kay, 

USPS-RT-13 

(August 22,200O) 

1. Page 4, line 19: Remove quote mark before the word ‘because’ 

2. Page 13, continllation of footnote 6 from page 12, last sentence: Change ‘terms’ to ‘the terms “parcel 
post delivery” and “parcel delivery” ’ 

3. Page 23, Table 4. headings to columns 1 and 2: Change ‘C/S 7’ to ‘C/S 10’ 

4. Page 23, Table 4, Column 1, Column Source/Notes line: Change ‘WS 10.1.2. Cl2 & WS 10.2.2 C12’ 
to ‘USPS-LR-I-80, CSlOxls 

5. Page 23, Table 4, Column 2, Column Source/Notes line: Change ‘WS 10.1.2. Cl2 & WS 10.2.2 C12’ 
to ‘USPS-LR-I-450, CSlOxls 

6. Exhibit USPS-RT-13E: Substitute pages 1 through 5 to correctly implement errata filed on 8/18/00. 
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USPS-RT-13 
REVISED 8/22/00 

related. Her weight studies must be used within the proper context, which is to provide 

a general indication of the effect of weight on cost within a rate category. In fact, when 

delivery costs must be quantified precisely across rate categories, as they are in Ms. 

Daniel’s delivery cost study (USPS-LR-I-95). elemental load costs are distributed by 

piece within shape. 

The weight studies provided by witness McGrane in Docket No. R97-1 distributed 

elemental load costs among ounce increments by pieces within shape, following the 

accepted methodology used to develop city carrier elemental load costs in cost segment 

7. For this Docket, Ms. Daniel revises the assumptions used in the weight study, and 

distributes elemental load costs within subclass by weight, although she is aware that 

studies show that elemental load costs vary by shape, USPS-T-23 at 8, and that no new 

studies have been undertaken that show the effect of weight on city carrier costs. I 

AAPSIUSPS-T28-3 Tr. 41 1159. 

Her purpose in distributing elemental load costs by weight is to set an upper 

bound of the effects of weight for city carrier costs. Ms. Daniel states “I allocated 

elemental load costs on the basis of weight to illustrate more of an upper bound that 

weight could have on carrier street costs.” Tr 4/1395. “Using weight as a key 

compensates for any weight-related effects in route and access time, which have been 

allocated on the basis of piece...“, USPS-T-28 at 8, because “...[i]n fact, route time is 

allocated on the basis of weight in the CRA.” Tr 4/1396. Ms. Daniel’s distribution of 

elemental load costs among ounce increments within a rate category does exactly as 

she intends and sets an upper bound for the effects of weight on city carrier costs within 

rate categories. 
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USPS-RT-13 
Revised 8/22/00 

other USPS publications that show the Postal Service frequently uses the term ‘Parcel 

Post’ to mean all parcels. 

Table 2 shows the percentage distribution of pieces on special purpose routes by 

individual route type. Many volumes besides Parcel Post are handled on Exclusive 

Parcel Post Routes. This table was generated using data from the Docket No. R97-1 

special purpose route study, Docket No. R97-1, USPS-LR-H-152. Table 2 shows that 

only 11.9% of the pieces delivered on Exclusive Parcel Post Routes are for Parcel Post, 

while 12.0% of the pieces delivered on Non-Parcel Combination Routes are for Parcel 

Post. Clearly, the neither the name nor the description of the route can be used as the 

indicator of the type of mail delivered on the route’. The assignment of Exclusive 

Parcel Post Route costs as product specific to Parcel Post is clearly wrong. 

Parcel Post route in this library reference is “... a regular route devoted entirely to parcel 
post delivery.” For other examples of this interchangeability of the terms “parcel post 
delivery” and “parcel delivery” see Handbook M-39, Chapter 1, Administration of City 
Delivery Service, p. 8-9 and M-41 Duties and Responsibilities of City Delivery Carriers, 
Chapter 6, p. 73-74, shown in Exhibit USPS-RT-13D. 
’ As an alternative approach to the method described in his testimony, Mr. Luciani 
suggests distributing costs for Exclusive Parcel Post and Parcel Post Combination 
routes separately to the classes of mail delivered to them. USPS/UPS-T5-Ga, Tr. 
25/l 1870-I 1871. Mr. Luciani does not suggest what variability to apply to these costs, 
or what to do with costs for the other special purpose route types. Witness Nelson’s 
Docket No. R97-1, USPS-T-19 activity-based analysis provides both appropriate 
variabilities and distribution keys for all special purpose route costs. 
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USPS-RT-13 
REVISED 8/22/00 

TABLE 4. UPDATED RURAL CARRIER COSTS FOR BASE YEAR 1898 

INSURANCE 

1 

23 



EXHIBIT USPS-RT-13E Page 1 of 5 
Revised 8/18/00 

COSTING OF DDU PARCEL POST USING USPS 
METHODOLOGY, MODIFIED FROM EXHIBIT UPS-T-51 

USING USPS COSTING METHODOLOGY 

7 

Weighting by Route 
Total Delivery (UPC) 

TY Piggyback Factor 
Total w/Piggyback ($/p-z) 

2. Mailhandler Cask 
Manual Sort at DD” 8 I I Total Cost 

9 2 cnnt;““.nr” I 

29.56 23.67 

150,507 66,059 
0.69 0.31 

5 0.361 S 0.199 

1.429 1.242 

0.516 0.247 0.434 

L 
0.0945 

0.526 

2.50% 0.541 

USPS-T-26, Attachment S, p. 1 

Exhibit UPS-T-51. Number of Routes. rows 7 and 9. City Carrier Routes excludes foot routes. 

[A21 I [A31 + 1831; [821/ IA31 + [831 
City Carder CPP’ C3L6: ‘Rural Carder CPP’ L3 

USPS-T-21. Attachment 11, for Parcel Post 
L4 * L5; [C]=[A5l’[A3] + [B51’[83] 

Exhibit UPS-T-51, Bottom-Up Costing of DDU-Entry Parcel Post, Note 6 

P3l+K71 
lCl=(1+[B9])‘[C8] 



EXHIBIT USPS-RT-13E Page 2 of 5 
Revised E/18/00 

RURAL CARRIER PARCEL DELIVERY COST PER 
PIECE USING 

USPS COSTING METHODOLOGY 

1 Rural Evaluation Factor for Parcels - Minutes per Piece 0.500 

2 Rural Carrier Wage Rate, TYOl 5 23.87 

3 Co.9 Per Piece $ 0.163 

NOTES 
1 LR-t-450. WS 10.1.1, C2 

2 USPS-T-26, Attachment S. P. 1 
3L1/6O’L2 



EXHIBIT USPS-RT-13E Page 3 of 5 
Revised 8/l 8/00 

CITY CARRIER PARCEL DELIVERY COST PER PIECE USING 
USPS COSTING METHODOLOGY 

I I UNKS 
COLUMN SOURCE/NOTES 

SWJ) 
Exhibit USPS-RT-XE 

p. 5, L31 

Motortzed Accessing of Lwp/Dismount and 
Deviatta Dalively Stops (Volume Variable) 

I I 4 Total Access 

I 

113 

5 Total Load 26.646 
6 Total Letter Route Delivery 54,661 
7 FY 96 Parcel Post V&me (CC?,) 172,764 
6 FY 96 Carder Wage Rate 5 25.92 

9 TY 01 carder wage Rate 5 29.56 

NOTES: 

7 USPS-LR-,450, [C.%,6&7.xls]‘lnput DK’ L31 

a USPS-T-26, Attachment S, p. 1 

9 USPS-T-26, Attachment S. p. 1 

S 0.001 s 0.001 

S 0.156 s 0.178 
I nirl? f “~3f,l 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that I have this day served the foregoing document upon all 
participants of record in this proceeding in accordance with section 12 of the Rules of 
Practice. 

475 L’Enfant Plaza West, S.W. 
Washington, DC. 20260-I 137 
(202) 268-2993, Fax -5402 
August 2292000 


